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For war consisteth not in battle only, or the act
of fighting, but in a tract of time where the will
to contend by battle is sufficiently known.

-Thomas H-obbes, Leviathan, )65)
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FOREWORD

Warfare is often defined as the employment of military means to
advance politicai ends. So understood, conventional warfare may
be seen as one military means to ensure national survival and
pursue national advantage. Another, more subtle, means-political
warfare--uses images, ideas, speeches, slogans, propaganda, eco-
nomic pressures, even advertising techniques to influence the po-
litical will of an adversary.

Through political warfare, a nation can express its vision of
the world as well as its sense of what particular role it intends to
play within the international setting. Major political warfare cam-
paigns often target an adversary's populace as a whole. In an effort
to isolate an adversary they may address that adversary's allies
and neutral or nonaligned nations as well. And, working through
client states, a nation may influence a broad range of events without
actually involving itself directly in conventional armed conflict.

In this study of political warfare in the Western world. Paul
A. Smith. Jr. traces the development of political warfare since
antiquity. His grasp of history. literature, art, politics, and armed
conflict comprehensively informs his contention that political war-
fare is often as crucial to national survival as the massing of great
land, sea, and air power. Now that the Soviets' 40-year campaign
of aggression. intimidation, and hegemony is in apparent retreat
and the world is increasingly beset by low-intensity conflict and
struggles for economic domination, political warfare will be at
the forefront of our national security agenda.

Jamels A. Baldwin

Vice Admiral, USN
President, National Defense

University



PREFACE

On a slow day in the mid-1970s, an Air Force officer walked into
my office in the old US Information Agency building on Penn-
sylvania Avenue and asked if he could talk to me a bit about
communism. Because I happened to be the editor of a magazine
called Problems of Communism, his request seemed reasonable
enough. We chatted, and he eventually asked if I would be willing
to give a lecture on Soviet strategic propaganda. Western strategic
propaganda, my visitor said, would be discussed on the same day
and could I suggest someone to handle that topic? Or would I
prefer to do the West as well'? I hastily mentioned the name of
another scholar, pointing out that his office was merely two blocks
away and adding that he was much better positioned than I to say
what the West-however defined-might think to be strategic
propagw,&da. Tic Sovict cad,, I said, ,ould be quite encugh
for me.

Over the next decade, I and a series of friends from other
agencies lectured regularly to the Air Force Special Operations
School and to a number of other service schools, both civilian
and military. Soon all concerned saw clearly that I had much the
easier task. The Soviets, whatever else one may think of them.
have this much to be said about them: they have a theory and they
try-however imperfectly-to act in accordance with it. The West
at that time seemed to have little will to compete in the area of
propaganda, and often seemed convinced that it should not try.
The result was an enduring asymmetry that allowed me to describe
fairly clearly the Soviet case if only by citing their record of words
and deeds, whereas my partner could at best explain what he
thought perhaps could be done if the West really took the challenge
seriously.

'Iit



This situation was manifestly unsatisfactory to 11ost 1 O ir
audience, who, whatever their world outlook (and they varied
greatly), were engaged in a profession of arms Which involv.:d
spending large sums of tax money, and risking their lives, on the
premise that there was a threat of sone kind. The Soviets, in their
usual ohliging manner, demonstrated on several occasions, such
as in 1979 and 1980 in Afghanistan and Poland. not to mention
their strategic arms construction programs and vigorous propa-
ganda campaigns, that the threat was real. My task, at least.
continued to be rclatively easy-dcepressingly eisy.

Why-I found myself asking after watching a decade of s rv-
ice school faculty and their students rotate through their assign-

ments-why did they always ask the same questions? And why
could we not provide better or at least fuller answers? Notable
among the questions were these:

- What is propaganda, and wh\ do the Soviets use it so
aggressively and persistently?

- What does the West do to defend itself?
- Is the Western posture always and only defensive? Has it

ever been otherwise?
- What is the likely outcome if the present asynmmetry

continues?

Beyond these questions. there is today, as this book goes to
,c5ss. the issue of Mikhail Gorbachev's reforms. and what they

may mean for future patterns of Soviet behavior in the conduct of
political war. Gorbachev's program also includes a number of
declaratory statements and some personnel changes suggesting an
intention to depart from the traditional princip',es of ca hatred
embedded in Leninist doctrine and to substitute for them a less
aggressively hostile principle on which to ha! 3 relations with non-
Marxist polities and societies. If these changes are followed
through to their logical conclusion, they will bring shifts in the
foreign and defense policy of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union and the Soviet state, leading to a significant reorientation-
and possibly a major abatement----of Soviet political warare op-
erations against the West.

Whether any government in Moscow will ever completely
abandon political warfare is, in my view, doubtful indeed. Nor,
to be fair, will any other modern nation. Gorbachev cannot change
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the past. tic cannot, or should not, be allowed to alter our per-
ception of that past as we know it from the historical record.
except possibly to reveal details that we inferred but could not
fully document. Revisionists of various persuasions may attempt
such a reprise. but I do not think they will succeed. over time.
in altering much in the basic realities of history. Efforts by Moscow
to distort or continue to conceal the truth by refusing free access
to party and state archives through which such an assessment can
be tested will only make a mockery of the proclaimed principles
of openness. As of this writing, we arc still far-very far-from
secing any such measure of authentic openness.

If Gorbachev's gamble-and it is a gamble-succeeds, it
will be important to have a clear idea of how and why it has been
undertaken. For that, we will need to be quite clear about the
record. If the gamble misfires. or goes awry in any of several
ominous directions, we will need to watch carefully the connec-
tions between new Soviet programs of political warfare and past
Soviet activities.

There is no way to guarantee a future free of political warfarc
conducted by other and possibly still more tormidable international
actors. Russian or otherwise. We will alwa~s need accounts of
past wars. battles, and campaigns to provide perspective and in-
struction. This book seeks to provide a background and a con-
cCptual framework for interpreting the record of' political warfare
ir both the Eastern and Western hales of European-including
Russian and Ancrican-culture, and to do so with as Luch oh-
jectivity and detachment as possible in the face of the changes
now bcimg announced, daily. by the Soviet press.

In this book. I seek to otter some answers to the questions
posed h\ the Soviet past as well as those of the present. I do so
from a descriptive viewpoint. Most of my students. I found, shared
mn reluctance to become involved in policy recommendations. As
public servants, the, and I were quite willing, however we might
\,ote or make known our personal views, to let the Congress and
the president decide what otu~ht to be done. For our needs, we
wanted to be a little more sure that we understood what in lact
ImiA being done. And to understand that, we needed first to he
clear as to what had been done, by both the East and the West.
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Some historical perspective appeared necessary. On reflec-
tion. it seemed that it should be a long perspective. Of all large-
scale human activities, politics and war are the most deeply embed-
dled in the cultural patterns of the nations which practice them.
lb describe the East-West political conflict in the idiom of modern
systems analysis seemed to me excessively abstract and divorced
from the reality that I kmzw from personal experience-and that
I knew my students would have to l'ace.

Long perspectives, alas. do not fit easily into the curricula
and reading time available at service schools. My task was thus
one of compression and clarity, but also one of objectivity and
accuracy. With that in mind, I chose a series of case studies from
periods of history, appropriate. I hope, to the present day, and
necessarily in the cultural and political traditions of the two great
antagonists now dominating the international scene. Some readers
might challenge the result as either too little or too much. What.
I can hear it asked, do the rhetoric of Aristotle and the politics of
his patron. Alexander of Macedon. have to do with the cut and
thrust of political conflict today? The short answer, I submit, is,
a great deal. For a longer answer, I suggest this book.

JLt
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1

THE NATURE OF POLITICAL WAR

P olitical war is the use of political means to compel an opponent
to do one's will, political being understood to describe pur-

poseful intercourse between peoples and governments affecting
national survival and relative advantage.' Political war may be
combined with violence, economic pressure, subversion, and di-
plomacy, but its chief aspect is the use of words, images, and
ideas, commonly known, according to context, as propaganda and
psychological warfare.

This book presents an overview of the elements making up
political war. It includes discussion of war aims; the possible actors
in the drama, and the ethics which inform them; the scope available
to them in space and time; the resources they must command, and
the outcomes they may expect or fear. It seeks to make clear how
the elements of political war relate one to another and how, taken
together, they fit within the larger context of wars which may or
may not include physical violence.

Propaganda-that is, political advocacy aimed abroad with
hostile intent-is usually but not always deployed in conjunction
with some form of political organization. The organizational
weapon, often clandestine in some measure, is essentially hostile
to the constitutional structure of the existing state in the target
area. It has been defined, in twentieth century practice, as

organizations and organizational practices ... used by a
power-seeking elite in a manner unrestrained bY the consti-
tutional order of the arena within which the contest takes
place. In this usage, "weapon" is not meant to denote any
political tool, but one torn from its normal context and un-
acceptable to the community as a legitimate mode of action.
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ON POLITICAL WAR

Thus the partisan practices used in an election campaign-
insofar as they adhere to the written and unwritten rules of the
contest-are not weapons in this sense. On the other hand,
when members who join an organization in apparent good faith
are in fact the agents of an outside elite, then routine affiliation
becomes "infiltration. -2
Various periods of history-Eastern and Western-have wit-

nessed the deployment of organizational weapons, as later chapters
describe. Both Catholics and Protestants used organizational
weapons during the wars of the seventeenth century, usually in
the guise or with the accompaniment of religious conflict. Na-
poleon I benefited from the disruptive activities of political move-
ments inspired by the ideals of the French Revolution. Both the
Soviet Union and Nazi Germany vigorously deployed clandestine
political movements in the 1930s based upon both socialist and
nationalist ideologies. Moscow retains a powerful capability to
this day. During the Cold War, Britain and America launched a
program of political organization when they sought to shape an
organized democratic political opposition to Soviet power in East-
ern Europe and the USSR. In all of these cases. as we shall see,
several elements, or arms, of political warfare were involved.

Paramilitary operations are such another coordinate arm of
political war. As the term suggests, paramilitary activity is tran-
sitional in nature, leading from relatively small-scaie use of viol-
ence with primitive organizational structures, through a series of
stages, to full-scale conventional war. A classic ladder of escalation
rises from infiltration and subversion to small armed-band oper-
ations, to insurrection at regional and national levels, and finally
to all-out civil war.' In the earlier stages, paramilitary operations
may be indistinguishable from sabotage.

All arms of political war involve subversion in one sense or
another, with the choice of degree of openness or clandestinity
depending on the tactical requirements of the situation. It is im-
portant to remember that clandestinity is a mode of political war,
not its defining characteristic. Counterpropaganda and counter-
insurgency commanders who attempt to define political war and
its various arms solely in terms of clandestinity will often find
themselves in difficulties. Legislators, particularly in democratic
polities, who fall into this trap make their societies vulnerable to

4



THE NATURE OF POLITICAL WAR

the many and ingenious techniques of legal maneuver which sug-
gest themselves.

The propaganda arm, by its nature, is an overt activity. But
the origin of propaganda, and the agenda which informs its prac-
titioners, may or may not be overt. Paramilitary operations in early
stages may be completely covert, as in the case of a surreptitious
assassination masked as an accident. In later stages, paramilitary
force is usually noisy, indeed explosively obvious to all. Classic
subversion, as in converting a high government official to function
as an agent of influence, remains (it is hoped) completely
clandestine.

The creation, deployment, and commitment to battle of these
arms of political war are a function of statecraft and of high
command. Unlike conventional military force, these arms often
involve civilian or at least out-of-uniform personnel. All may in-
volve high percentages of volunteers, who usually bring .,ith them
a level of disciplinary and command and control problcms un-
known to modem military commands. The constitutional frame-
work, particularly in democratic societies, may be unknown to
the broader public and unclear to the legislative bodies which must
provide the funding for war or preparation for war. Some states,
as we will see, maintain ongoing capabilities for political war,
others develop them ad hoc; many claim to have nothing to do
with political war, and some few actually mean it. All states, in
extremis, revert to political warfare in one form or another. Those
who practice it most frequently usually conduct it most effectively.

As in the establishments devoted to conventional war, the
allocation of priorities among service arms often creates difficul-
ties. Confusion in the popular mind regarding the various roles
and missions of ideology, propaganda, organizational weapons,
subversion, sabotage, and paramilitary forces may lead to con-
fusion in legislative and executive branches of government. Debate
over the ethical principles of this and other forms of war, and
doubts as to the efficacy of any or all of them in advancing a
nation's national security, may often be heated and misinformed.
Policy may frequently be vulnerable to manipulation in one form
or another on either practical or ideological grounds.

I do not intend in this book to establish any necessary priority
among the arms of political war. As in all forms of conflict, the

5



ON POLITICAL WAR

situation and the context are paramount; and in any engagement
among forces of comparable strength the judgment of statesmen
and commanders and the quality of forces, equipment, and training
will probably be decisive. As a general rule, those states with
forces in being are likely to have a marked advantage over those
which must start from scratch. Commanders should at least con-
sider principles of strategy and tactics applicable to conventional
war before deploying political warfare forces, whether defensive
or offensive. The art is not totally intuitive, but it is an art, not a
science. As in all arts, experience may be a better guide than
reason.

I have chosen in this book to look first and foremost at the
propaganda weapon. It is the least understood, at least in the West,
although it is often the arm most actively deployed by our adver-
saries in direct attacks on Western societies.4 It is fashionable at
the moment among Western statesmen and political leaders to deny
that propaganda is in any way part of the Western armory. It is
also fashionable to discount hostile propaganda aimed at the West
by other powers and political movements as largely irrelevant or
at worst a minor nuisance. Western foreign and defense analysts
are likely to see propaganda, whatever its efficacy, as intellectually
dubious and best ignored in serious writing. Like sex in the Vic-
torian age, the more it is experienced, the more it is ignored in
polite discourse. As the Victorians eventually learned, ignoring
vital areas of life-whether one practices them or not-can have
lamentable results.

The basic skill needed to conduct propaganda is the classic
art of rhetoric-an art perhaps best described as the "systemati-
zation of natural eloquence." All art, remember, is in itself neu-
tral-like fire, it can be used constructively, as in a blast furnace,
or destructively, as ii. the blast of an artillery shell. A judgment
of moral worth depends upon the intent of the user, not the nature
of the instrument.

Rhetoric, as persuasive communication, has in some periods
carried a burden of unwarranted opprobrium arising from a strand
in Western philosophy, dating back to Plato, that associates it with
empty posturing, insincerity, and distorted meaning. Rhetoric, in
this critical view, not only is immoral but also corrupts the process
by which men search-or should search-for objective truth. The

6



THE NATURE OF POLITICAL WAR

denunciation is inherently elitist, assuming that some philosopher-
king or body of learned men is capable of achieving ultimate truth
by dispassionate reflection, and of dispensing it without prejudice
or favor to the rest of mankind. We should note, though, that
those-like Plato-who were most insistent in denouncing rhetoric
usually employed the same techniques of rhetoric to do so. Ar-
istotle, who was Plato's pupil but was by no means intimidated
by him, provided a better assessment of rhetoric, affirming its
utility as a means, within argumentation, for working toward the
truth, and as a resource of defense for those who are under attack. 6

As such, rhetoric should rightly be seen as practically useful as
well as morally neutral.

Modern discourse on propaganda suffers from contradictory
definitions in academic writing and addiction to catchy neologisms
in journalism. To clear the ground. let me state briefly how I shall
use three terms. They are related, but distinguished according to
context.

Propaganda is political warfare conducted by civilians in the
service of national, including ideological, objectives. It is mostly
aimed at mass audiences, usually civilian. It may or may not be
truthful, as determined by those who deploy it. 7

Psychological operations is political warfare conducted by
military personnel for strategic and tactical military objectives. Its
target is usually hostile military personnel, but may also be neu-
trals and civilians.8

Public diplomacy is a form of international political advocacy
directed openly by civilians to a broad spectrum of audiences, but
usually in support of negotiations through diplomatic channels. It
is aimed at civilians and is confined in the main to forms of
advocacy acceptable to host governments. It seeks to elicit popular
support for solutions of mutual benefit and avoids threats, com-
pulsion, or intimidation. It is not a form of political warfare,
although it may be used in combination with political warfare. 9

Propaganda has many aspects, two of which require notice
at this point: namely, propaganda of the word and propaganda of
the deed. Words as used here includes a range of channels by
which thoughts and emotions can be conveyed from one mind into
another. Language in all forms, from comic strips to religious
catechisms, can be propaganda if it has a hostile political purpose.

7



ON POLITICAL WAR

Commercial advertising and authentic devotional services are not
propaganda, although they may be used as such for cover. Cultural
life and the creative talent of a society may be used fbr propaganda
purposes, but they are not propaganda per se. Deeds means acts
intended to elicit a political response-a response, let it be noted,
which depends upon the target's interpretation of the act. Foreign
policy slogans announced at a Soviet Party Congress are propa-
ganda of the word. Relocation of a military unit, or an increase
in subsidies to a foreign communist party, may be propaganda of
the deed (in addition to serving other ends). Embassy information
and cultural bulletins circulated in a host country with the per-
mission of the authorities usually purports to be public dillomacy.

War throughout history has taken many forms. Let us note
here that its essence is fighting, but that not all fighting involves
physical violence, at least not at all stages. The threat of violence
can be an act of war. Indeed, the absence of violence, as in the
case of a state failing to act within its own jurisdiction against
terrorists attacking citizens and property of another state, can be
an act of war. Gifts concealing violence, such as the Trojan Horse,
are clearly acts of war. Gifts innocuous in themselves, when of-
fered with hostile intent, are commonly described as acts of war.
To limit the concept of war to acts of physical violence conducted
within a framework of formal military organization may be bu-
reaucratically satisfying, but it is analytically weak and is a poor
guide to the policymaker. War is power applied with hostile intent.
Now and throughout history, war has been pursued through chan-
nels intended to conceal or blunt that simple fact. Concealment of
that fact is one aspect of political war.

European nation states, born of the Renaissance, gradually artic-
ulated rules which enable them to say-if they find the statement
expedient-that they are or are not in a state of war. Attacks on
military forces, persons, and property; territorial incursion. and
formal declarations of bellicose intent are some of the more obvious
criteria. But the record has been less than clear in most cases.
The student of tht, extended conflict between England and Spain
may find distinctly different conclusions warranted as to whether

8



THE NATURE OF POLITICAL WAR

A

"Berlin Wall," cover painting by Artzvbasheff for Time, August 31,
/962. Political war is the use-or suppression- of words, images.
and ideas to impose one's will on the enemy.
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ON POLITICAL WAR

a state of war existed depending upon his sources. A reading of
the diplomatic record may give one impression, the records of
merchants yet another, and the logbooks of Drake or Morgan still
a third.

A simple solution to such confusion would be to limit one's
judgment to conclusions supportable by the formal diplomatic re-
cord: when the participating governments said in state documents
that they were at war, then they were at war, and when they jointly
announced by treaty that they were at peace, they were at peace.
Very tidy-and very wrong. War depended upon the political will
of the actors, both governments and broad sectors of society in-
cluded. When they were intent on conducting war, there was war
by whatever means; when they tired of it and sought to use the
instruments of policy for mutual advantage, there was peace. At
times. they did both concurrently. Seldom did either side consider
itself limited to purely military means in the conduct of operations.

States and political movements wage wars on the basis--one
would like to think--of internal consensus reflected and expressed
in some recognized form as a national goal. The reality may often
be a projection, sometimes coherent, more often contradictory, of
a loose and shifting alliance of political forces serving particularist
ends. National policymakers find such conditions messy and in-
tolerable. In seeking to impose order upon circumstances which
are inherently disorderly, they may deceive themselves, thus be-
coming more prone to miscalculation than if working under more
modest assumptions. In such circumstances, it may well be (as it
is today) that the actors in the international arena have quite dif-
ferent perceptions as to whether they are or are not at war. Such
misperceptions, or more accurately, difference of perceptions, may
be acknowledged, or denied, or recognized and purposefully ma-
nipulated. In any event, the conditions are conducive to the conduct
of political warfare.

Some people may argue that there is little utility in acknow-
ledging the existence of these anomalies, much less in accepting
them as a basis for policy. Those interested in conducting ag-
gressive political warfare will find their activities facilitated by
popular ignorance or uncertainty regarding their operations. Those
intent on moving international discourse out of the ways of conflict
and along the paths of peace will argue on hopeful grounds that

to



THE NATURE OF POLITICAL WAR

any negotiation is desirable as an example of good intent, whereas
any attention to what are regarded as forms of international political
pathology is simply not helpful. Professional military establish-
ments. rightfully sensitive to the complication politics usually
introduces into their lives, will argue for a clear separation between
war and politics in both policy and operations.

The observer who contemplates such a scene of confusion,
cross-purposes. and contradictory signals may well ask, if onc
cannot rely upon law as expressed in treaties, then what basis for
order, short of Hobbesian autocracy on a global scale, is to be
found in international life? This survey of political-as distin-
guished from purely conventional-war in Western culture offers
several clues. Among those clues might be the value of striving
for law as a basis for order while recognizing its limitations, and
of avoiding the pursuit of diplomacy and its legal instruments to
the point of self-deception.

Those states that have prospered and attained a modicum of
international security seem to have kept firmly in mind that many
international actors did not see negotiation within a framework of
law and enshrined custom as a end in itself. Most resorted overtly.
and covertly, to other instruments of policy, instruments that lay
outside the realm of law and that had to be dealt with on their
own terms. Those terms included a different conceptual framework
than that underlying the precepts of international law and practice.
Political war is that different concept. Its essence lies in the po-
litical will of those who practice it.

Political will is at the heart of all serious forms of conflict. Often
obscure, usuafly complex in origin, always sensitive to investi-
gation, political will can nevertheless be reduced to two elements:
a vision of the world, and a set of assumptions as to the actor's
role in it. Put differently, political will involves a statement of
national objectives and a formulation of policies to achieve them.
Either or both may be articulated in programmatic documents.
declared in speeches and state papers, or conveyed less formally
by interviews and personal utterances of leaders. They also may
be conveyed in various irf forms pitched at widely differing levels

II



ON ! O II'A I. WAR

of subtlety. All such visions must be fleshed out-if they are to
have any substance-in some more or less systematic way tor both
domestic and treign audiences. Political movements of lesser
magnitude than the nation state, such as extremist eroups and
insurgencies. may tend to be long on vision and relatively short
on programmatic specifics, even to the point of adopting great
literary works or national epics in place of constitutions and legal
acts as the central points in their political life.

For nation states. acting in isolation from alliances, a con-
stitution usually defines the terms on which war will be conducted:
and the terms, even in autocracies, usually set some limits on the
will of the executive power. A constitution that provides for com-
plex checks and balances offers a dilemma in the conduct otf war.
most especially political war. The dilemma has been resolved in
varioU:' ways, some of which are noted in later chapters. Suffice
it here to note that the dilernma exists and that much grief can be
avoided by facing and resolving it rather than attempting to avoid
it or deny its existence. Also note that a constitutionally based
nation state thus will be likely to conduct pofitical war in ways
quite different from those of a totalitarian-as distinct from a
merely authoritarian-power.

Alliances must rely for the projection of political will on
diplomatic agreements and joint appeals by leaders., neither of
which elicit much solid support. Nor are they likely to be of much
use in supplying a framework fir policy. An alliance is most
eftlective in political war when its members share some basis, and
the will to evoke it. in national or cultural traditions. Alliances of
pure policy or intimidation are weak instruments in war: they have
inherent disadvantages that can be mitigated by defensive political
warfare: they offer little or no basis for assertive political warfare.
Diplomatists conclude them, soldiers mistrust them. propagandists
regard them (rightly) as points of vulnerability.

Empires tend to perform most effectively in political warfare
when driven by a militant, mesianic : IcAigy fl.at coipleients
and transcends the rational-legalistic framework of the nation states
within them. Such combinations of ideological and statist elements
in an empire can create problems, indeed very serious problems.
when an inherent tension between the ideology and the state arises
at the core of the imperial political vision. The outcome can be
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divisive, particularly for multinational empires. Such problems are
not unmanageable, though; some empires have survived for ex-
tended periods while riven with ethnic and social contradictions.
And yet a strong political warfare strategy against such empires

may be spectacularly successful, as Anglo-American strategy was
against Austria-Hungary in 1918. On balance, a large multinational
empire still seems to require some form of potent ideological
adhesive to hold it together. To dissolve that adhesive is a task of

political warfare.
For all kinds of actors, there appears to be a fundamental

difference-sometimes obvious, more often latent-between the

statements of political will needed to rally internal support and
the idiom in which the same political vision is made known to the

world at large. Nazi Germany was a prime example, one in which
the internal dynamic provided both the drive to conquest and a

serious barrier to the conduct of any form of political warfare short

of the crudest forms of intimidation. Goebbels, as we shall see
later, recognized and sought to diminish this destructive tension.

He failed. Early Nazi successes in the 1930s were spectacular,

deriving mainly from a threatened unleashing of widespread viol-
ence. This posture matched well the inner dynamic of the regime,
even though it exceeded by far Genaany's actual military capacity.
Once decisively confronted by other nations, the German posture
of intimidation became strongly counterproductive.

Status quo powers, and powers whose political vision reflects
mainly mercantile interests, seem to have more success than ex-
pansionist and ideological powers in defusing these internal-ex-

ternal tensions. Few nations have expressed the mercantile ethos
as strikingly as the English. "Upon the whole," wrote Daniel Detoc
in 1728.

Trade is the Wealth of the World: Trade makes the Difference

as to Rich and Ror, between one Nation and another: Trade

nourishes Industry. Industry begets Trade- Trade dispenses the
natural Wealth of the World, and Trade raises new Species of
Wealth. which Nature knew nothing of: Trade has two Daugh-
ters, whose fruitful Progeny in Arts may be said to employ

Mankind: namely Manufacture and Navigation." '
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Alexander Pope, another noteworthy publicist of the period,
added a philosophical and humanist dimension to the mercantile
ethos when he wrote,

The time shall come, when free as seas or wind,
Unbounded Thames shall flow for all mankind,
Whole nations enter with each swelling tide,

And seas but join the regions they divide; ...
0 stretch thy reign, fair peace! from shore to shore,
Till conquest cease, and slavery be no more,"
Forms of political advocacy most appropriate to this classic

me.,cantile approach would be described today as public diplomacy.
They can be alternated or combined with more aggressive forms
of advocacy merging into outright political warfare as well as
conventional military force. Observers of political warfare may
deplore but should not ignore the conclusion that the mixture has
been a highly effective political warfare strategy in some periods
of history.

For extremist political groups and insurgencies, political war-
fare is a natural means of expression and self-assertion. Lacking
diplomatic status, the internal-external conflict is often minimal.
Because their prime objective at the outset is often to gain attention
at any price, these movements place a premium on stridency. Most
such groups aspire eventually to diplomatic recognition as a sym-
bol of success and a legitimation of status. But few are willing
to surrender their political warfare operations to achieve it. Thus
a paradox arises: as they move toward enhanced awareness, they
generate increased resistance to recognition. In general, the more
specific the core political vision-national identity, for example-
the easier will be the transition away from political warfare strat-
egies. Conversely, the more millenarian the vision, whether reli-
gious or secular. the more likely a group is to remain committed
to the use of political warfare.

All practitioners of political warfare need an acute sense of
Zeitgeist, or Spirit of the Times. Zeitgeist may be rational or
romantic, radical or conservative, or some mixture of all. His-
torically, tides in popular attitudes have tended to move with a
certain measure of regularity. They are, alas, best perceived in
retrospect, but some measure of their force and direction has long
been felt to be an essential quality of the statesman. Historical
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determinists, such as Marxist-Leninists, claim legitimacy based
upon the predictive power of their world view. Non-Marxists may
express "faith in the future," but are usually inclined to be more
cautious in tying specific policies to any system of beliefs. Both
remain under an existential compulsion to make judgments and to
act upon them.

The historical examples reviewed in this book tend to indicate
that the most successful practitioners have been those who avoided
predictions, instead focusing their analytical skills on accurately
assessing short-term trends in popular attitudes and acting ac-
cordingly. They may have missed some flood tides, but they were
less likely to find themselves stranded at the ebb.

Political warfare among millenarian expansionist powers may
be clear-cut and explicit (which does not mean that subversion
and deception are not used): both actors are committed to conflict,
and the battle is joined. The nature of the combatants indicates
that either one or the other is likely to win, usually decisively,
within a calculable period. Because both sides know this,
the conflict is doubly envenomed by the ideological aspirations
of the contestants and by the justifiable fear of the consequences
of defeat. The outcome, barring intervention by third parties or
fate, may involve scenarios reminiscent of Greek tragedy in the
Homeric age.

Political warfare between an expansionist power and anevenly
matched status quo power is much less clear-cut. The outcomes
are less easily predicted, and the consequences may be less stark.
The duration may be much longer, indeed the contest may be open-
ended. Victory, if attained by the expansionist power, will no doubt
be a historic event, whatever its consequences for the defeated.
Victory, if such is the right term, by a status quo power amounts
to little more than a cessation of external threat at best, and a
monumental new set of occupation worries at worst. The conflict,
in principle, would seem less likely to erupt militarily. It is also
inherently more susceptible to the sustained but sporadic use of
political warfare conducted along parallel but dissimilar lines.
Such is the condition of the world today.

Let us turn now to the ethics of political war. Western culture

since the days of Saint Thomas Aquinas has had a conception of
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